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Art Unit: 3753 

Applicant's request for an RCE of 6/28/04 has been processed. Applicant indicated that 
the April 30, 2004 amendment is to be entered and considered. In that amendment claims 2,3,6, 
10, and 13-16 have been cancelled. Claim 1, the only remaining independent claim, has been 
('amended to include a new limitation that there is a second humidification unit of the same 
construction as the first one and that the two units (the first and second) have common coolant 
supply. 

Unfortunately the Examiner can find no original disclosure to support what is now 
claimed. 

The following is a quotation of the first paragraph of 35 U.S. C. 1 12: 

The specification shall contain a written description of the invention, and of the manner and process of making 
and using it, in such fall, clear, concise, and exact terms as to enable any person skilled in the art to which it 
pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make and use the same and shall set forth the best mode 
contemplated by the inventor of carrying out his invention. 

Claims 1, 4, 5, 7-9, 11, 12, and 17-22 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, first paragraph, as 
failing to comply with the written description requirement. The claim(s) contains subject matter 
which was not described in the specification in such a way as to reasonably convey to one skilled 
in the relevant art that the inventor(s), at the time the application was filed, had possession of the 
claimed invention. There is no original disclosure to support the newly added limitation that the 
"first and second heat exchangers are arranged for heat to be removed therefrom by a common 
coolant supply." Figure 1 doesn't show this and Figure 7 doesn't show this. The bottom portion 
of Figure 7 is so lacking in detail at present that it doesn't even appear to be operative. Pipes 
(shown in the upper portion of figure 7) are critically missing in large numbers as evidenced by 
comparing the upper and lower portions of Figure 7. It is however, beyond dispute that first heat 
exchanger 118 and second heat exchanger 1 18a are not arranged for heat to be removed from a 
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common coolant supply. Heat exchanger 1 18a doesn't even appear to have a proper fluid 
connection to and from any coolant supply. Applicants remarks beginning on page 7 of the April 
30, 2004 response address no comments to where the specification, original claims or drawing 
figures support these limitations. 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 

obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 1, 7, and 22 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over the 
combined teaching of JP 9-35737, JP 5-256468 and Weitman. 

JP 9-35737 teaches two humidifiers 2 A and 2B for properly conditioning fuel gas and 
oxidizer before entering a fuel cell. In the case of cells it is known to have two humidifiers, one 
for the oxidizing gas (i.e. 2A of JP 9-35737) and one for the fuel gas, (i.e. 2B of JP 35737). To 
have used two of the systems for delivering precise humidity and temperature to condition fuel 
gas and oxidizer to a fuel cell would have been obvious from the teaching of JP 9-35737 since it 
is apparently necessary to insure optimal operational efficiency. No details are shown in the 
aforementioned reference of the particulars of humidifiers 2A and 2B. 

JP '468 teaches a steam source 24 connected to a mixing chamber 20 for mixing the 
injected steam with incoming process gas from compressor 23. The highly saturated process gas 
is subsequently cooled below its dew-point by cooler 25 and a separator 28 discharges 
condensate. A heater 3 1 subsequently is used to heat the process stream to a desired 
temperature. One additional refinement of JP '468 is the use of a humidity controller 30 
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(controlled by a dew-point instrument 29) downstream of the saturating cooler 25. In view of the 
teaching of Weitman, which shows a saturator followed by a reheater and which lacks the 
refinement discussed above (i.e. the use of a humidity controller 30 controlled by a dew-point 
instrument 29), it would have been obvious to have omitted the dew-point instrument 29 and 
controller 30 in JP '468 to attain a less expensive structure. In general the omission of an 
element and its associated function is not deemed to be patentable, In re Karlson, 136 USPQ 
184. 

Alternatively, to have replaced saturator unit 1 of Weitman with units 20, 24 and 25, 27 
& 28 of JP '468, which perform the same function, would have been obvious to reduce the 
overall size of the saturation section, and advantageously permit high temperature saturation to 
take place. 

In view of JP '737 it would have been obvious to have duplicated the aforementioned JP 
'468/Weitman system for as many humidifier process streams as desired, which in the case of 
fuel cells, is two, one for the fuel gas and one for the oxidizer. 

Claims 4 and 5 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 130(a) as being unpatentable over the prior 
art as applied to claim 1 above, and further in view of Ebbing et al. (5,544,275) or Othmer 
(3,617,699). 

Heaters for long delivery pipes where significant temperature drops occur are well known 
to prevent the condensation of gas components. To have used either of the heaters of Ebbing or 
Othmer in the outlet line of the prior art to keep the outlet line from experiencing condensation 
would have been obvious. 
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Claims 8, 9, and 17-21 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over the 
prior art as applied to claim 7 above, and further in view of Oswalt et al. (4,769,998). 

Oswalt teaches a combined heater/chiller to achieve particularly high levels of regulation. 
To have substituted this type of chilled fluid source in place of the chilled fluid source shown in 
the prior art (i.e. element 27 in JP '468 or the unillustrated chilled fluid source connection to inlet 
3 and outlet 4 of Weitman) would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill. 

Claims 1 1 and 12 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over the 
prior art as applied to claim 10 above, and further in view of Gunter USP 3,671,273. 

Gunter teaches a shut-off valve (71), trap (74 or 68), pressure regulators 96 and non- 
return valve 64 as conventional components of a steam handling system. To have added such 
components to the steam source of the prior art to regulate it in a conventional manner would 
have been obvious to permit the operator to controllably operate the steam source. 

Regarding claim 12 to have duplicated the shut-off valve (71), pressure regulator (96) and 
non-return valve (64) for each of the humidifier for the fuel gas and oxidizer of the full cell 
would have been obvious from the teaching of JP 9-35737 which shows separate humidifiers for 
each of the fuel gas and oxidizer streams. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication should be directed to John Ford at telephone 
number (703) 308-2636. 



